Introduction
This special issue of Global Society examines the meanings and applications of gender and security in international relations. Since the pioneering work of Cynthia Enloe's Does Khaki Become You? The Militarisation of Women's Lives in 1983, Jean Elshtain's Women and War in 1987, and J. Ann Tickner's Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving Global Security in 1992, the field and practice of international relations has changed considerably.
1 While Enloe, Elshtain, Tickner and other early feminist scholars struggled to convince mainstream International Relations (IR) scholars, particularly (neo)-realist security scholars, of the validity and necessity of incorporating feminist perspectives to security scholarship and practice, feminist research is now a vital part of IR. The international community's commitment to the eight United Nations (UN) Security Council Resolutions (UNSCR) (from 1325 in 2000 to 2242 in 2015) that comprise the UN's "Women, Peace and Security" (WPS) agenda, along with the publication of numerous contributions developing and applying feminist perspectives on security, 3 are testament to the changing discourse and altered political and research environment that accepts gender as a legitimate and necessary area of concern.
This perspective draws attention to the ways in which gender (understood as the socially constructed, hierarchical, produced and performed traits and symbols associated with masculinity and femininity) shapes and is shaped by the social norms and practices that constitute the subject area of IR. Masculine and feminine traits and symbols are not seen as fixed, rather, they vary over time and across social settings, and interact in complex ways with race and other categories of identity to produce multiple fluid masculinities and femininities. 4 One common feature of gender identities is the subordination of feminine traits to masculine traits, so that the nurturing, empathetic and caring traits associated with a version of femininity are less valued by societies and states than the strong, aggressive, "leadership" traits associated with a form of masculinity, particularly because these traits are associated with the warrior ideal portrayed as necessary to protect the state. 5 Our understanding of gender is so profoundly constituted by the protector/protected (the archetypal just warrior/beautiful soul) roles assigned to men and women which are at the centre of gendered state institutions and practices that Laura Sjoberg argues "it is only possible to fully understand gender in the context of war and conflict", just as war, conflict, and security can only be fully understood through a gender lens.
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Security is assigned multiple meanings in IR literature, incorporating levels from the individual to the state and the globe, with traditional conceptions referring narrowly to the absence of threats to state borders, while others widen the concept to towards the women, peace and security agenda through the condemnation of war time rapes and sexual violence in the war crimes tribunals in the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda as well as the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court. The 1995 World Conference on Women held in Beijing mobilized activists on the issue of women and armed conflict and called for women to be full participants in the prevention and resolution of conflicts and identified the need to protect women in situations of armed conflict (see Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action, The Fourth World Conference on Women, 1995) . For an introduction to the WPS agenda, see Louise Olsson and Theodora-Ismene Gizelis, "An introduction to UNSCR 1325 ", International Interactions, Vol. 39, No. 4 (2013  for an overview of the eight resolutions, see Paul Kirby and Laura J. Shepherd, "Reintroducing Women, Peace and Security", International Affairs, Vol. 92, No. 2 (2016), pp. 249-254. 3 This article references some of the many publications on the topic of gender and security. 4 Paul Higate's examination of the meaning of masculinities in the context of Private Militarized Security Companies in Afghanistan provides an illuminating example of the intersection of race, religion, and hegemonic masculinity. See Paul Higate, "Drinking Vodka from the 'Butt-Crack': Men, Masculinities and Fratriarchy in the Private Militarized Security Company", International Feminist Journal of Politics, Vol. 14, No. 4 (2012) Viewing security through a gender lens is not a matter of "add women and stir" or advancing a new list of threats. Rather, it requires a more fundamental change of perspective in that we observe and understand the multiple issues that create insecurity beyond militaries and state violence. As Tickner argues, If we were to include women's experiences in our assumptions about the securityseeking behavior of states, how would it change the way in which we think about national security? Given the sexual division of labor, men's association with violence has been legitimated through war and the instruments of the state. Feminist perspectives must introduce the issue of domestic violence and analyze how the boundaries between public and private, domestic and international, political and economic, are permeable and interrelated.
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Viewing security from the perspective of individuals requires removing barriers between the international and the national, the public and the private: how secure are women, for example, in states where it is a customary practice to beat your wife, or where raping one's spouse is legal and/or common?
13 Unlike traditional security scholarship, there is no single narrative to research within feminist security studies and the understanding that sources of insecurity are related to patriarchal norms and practices increases the complexity of working towards security. As Steve Smith has noted, "looking at security from the perspective of women alters the definition of what security is to such an extent that it is difficult to see how any form of traditional security studies can offer an analysis". 14 Feminist insights help us to understand that security from the perspective of women requires radical revision of the institutions and practices that constitute state and international security architecture. The domain of security provision has traditionally been male dominated-men predominantly make decisions to go to war or defend the state, men act as soldiers, and women are relegated to supporting roles Weekes-Shackelford (eds.) Vol. 20, No. 3 (1999), p. 92. and are viewed as more vulnerable and in need of protection. As Tickner explains, "defined as those whom the state and its men are protecting, women have had little control over the conditions of their protection". 15 Reflecting the norms, values, practices and views of the (predominantly) men who created them, security institutions and policies are revealed as gendered constructions, products of patriarchal hierarchies that reinforce the power imbalances across genders. 16 The institutions designed to maintain security perpetuate gender inequality through assigning key roles to men aligned with particular masculinities and discriminating or excluding women. As a result, these institutions can often be a source of insecurity and violence for women as attested by the growing literature on sexual violence in conflict and post-conflict states, 17 and evidenced by research into sexual harassment and assault as practices of socialisation within the military. 18 The UN's WPS agenda recognises many of the problems described above, from the need to revise our understanding of security to enabling women to participate in the practice of security. As Jacqui True explains, "This agenda is the most significant international normative framework addressing the gender-specific impacts of conflict on women and girls including protection against sexual and gender-based violence, promoting women's participation in peace and security processes, and supporting their roles as peace builders in the prevention of conflict". 19 This normative framework, which is binding upon UN members, has diffused to regional actors (such as the African Union, the EU and NATO) as well as to individual states through the adoption of National Action Plans (NAPs) in support of UNSCR 1325. 20 The WPS agenda widens the concept of security to view violence against women as a security issue, recognises that peace is only achievable through the empowerment and full participation of women, and acknowledges a broader global security environment that includes refugees, internally displaced persons, climate change, global health, terrorism and extreme violence. 21 Feminist scholars and activists have viewed the WPS agenda as a significant tool to advance gender equality and achieve security, but have also recognised the problems associated with the framing of gender and women in the UN Security Council resolutions, the problematic links between women and peace, and the difficulties of convincing all UN member states of the importance of addressing gender in security practices.
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The seven articles of this special issue contribute to ongoing debates in feminist security studies by examining both the theory and practice of gender in security situations. They span from analyses of the WPS agenda in international and national contexts to examinations of gender, masculinity, and sexual violence in conflict and post-conflict settings. The first set of four articles question how mainstreaming gender in security is understood by the international community and how these understandings filter through (regional) institutions and actors to become practice. Wearing feminist lenses, and using a range of methodological tools, the authors demonstrate the need to research the WPS agenda from both critical theoretical perspectives, which highlight tensions within the key concepts and terms of the agenda itself, as well as empirical perspectives, which reveals the problems found when implementing the agenda. Critical analyses of the UNSCR documents which point to the ambiguity of gender in the UN's resolutions are echoed by those engaged in WPS as a practice who find that security actors do not share the same meaning of gender or the same understanding of its role in security. The second set of three articles explore gendered responses to violence, including sexual violence, through examining the gender strategies of rebel groups, the impact that these strategies have on gender relations and prospects for peace as well as through analysing how individuals, institutions, and society respond to sexual violence.
Gina Heathcote's analysis of UNSCR 2242, passed in 2015, provides a critical overview of the UN's approach to WPS in each of its resolutions from 1325 to 2242. Heathcote draws attention to the liberal feminist framework that permeates UNSCR 1325 in particular, which assumes a universal feminist agenda that fails to recognise power and difference. Her analysis further points to the problem of focusing too much on sexual violence as a gendered issue because of the associated dangers of victimising women and ignoring women's economic or other needs. The focus on terrorism within UNSCR 2242, she explains, brings new challenges to the WPS agenda as it risks being co-opted by anti-terrorist strategies that may be incompatible with feminist goals. Heathcote's critique goes beyond a focus on the WPS agenda to reflect on the broader problems of colonial and racial power structures within the UN itself.
Heathcote's critique of the liberal WPS framework is echoed in Maria Martin de Almagro's article, which further deconstructs the concept of the "woman participant" in WPS discourse. De Almagro's article is one of three in this issue to critically investigate the consequences of implementing the WPS agenda. Based on indepth interview material, these contributions cast this process of diffusion as dynamic, political, and multi-facetted, working with a range of analytical concepts such as narratives, subjectivities, and practices. De Almagro's contribution centres on the practical application of the WPS agenda, concentrating on UN-mandated national action plans (NAPs). Combining arguments from poststructuralist and postcolonial feminist literature and drawing on women's stories obtained through interviews with security actors in Burundi, Liberia and DRC, the article presents a critical reading of how the WPS-specific security discourse as represented in NAPs is productive of a narrow set of hierarchically-situated subject positions for local participants, revolving around gender, race, and class.
Maria-Adriana Deiana and Kenneth McDonagh consider the practical implementation of the WPS agenda through gender advisors in the European Union, in particular in the EU Common Security and Defence Policy (EU CSDP) and its peacebuilding missions. Through their interviews with EU peacekeeping personnel and adopting a feminist institutional framework, the authors demonstrate how the practical enactment of the EU's policies on WPS is constituted by how they are understood by personnel in the field. This leads to a call for a nuanced, micro-level understanding of international, "macro" agendas, particularly regarding the meaning of gender-sensitive approaches in security contexts. As Deiana's and McDonagh's research demonstrates, despite the diffusion of WPS as an international normative framework, some security institutions and actors persist in seeing security as gender-neutral.
Matthew Hurley's work examines the practices of story-telling surrounding WPS at the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) as a particular, limiting form of sense-making. His analysis of two key stories told and retold at NATO demonstrates a weak institutional attempt to mainstream gender in security work. In their attempt to make the WPS agenda relevant for NATO as an organization, Hurley finds that institutional story-tellers' uncritical focus on narratives of success end up reproducing and normalizing entrenched, essentialist gender perspectives.
With Phoebe Donnelly's investigation of the relationship between gender and strategy in non-state armed organisations we move from an examination of the implementation of the WPS agenda to explore gendered responses to violence. Donnelly's research makes a strong theoretical and empirical contribution to the literature on gender and conflict. Through a case study utilising interviews conducted with former members of the Lord's Resistance Army in Uganda, Donnelly explains how women's participation in the conflict altered gender dynamics within the armed groups and also influenced rebel strategies: the abduction and recruitment of women was used strategically to pacify and retain male soldiers (through forced marriages) but also produced changes to existing gender roles and hierarchies.
Maike Messerschmidt delves into the relationship between the use of sexual violence in armed conflict and prospects for sustainable peace, using insights from criminology. Like Donnelly, Messerschmidt argues that gender identities can be altered by violence in conflict, but drawing on Judith Butler's understanding of gender as performative, Messerschmidt contends that the practice of sexual violence in conflicts reshapes the gender of combatants towards a harmful, violent hyper-masculinity. In the absence of efforts to re-socialise combatants that addresses their masculinity, Messerschmidt argues that the likelihood of re-mobilisation and conflict renewal increases.
Finally, Debra DeLaet and Elizabeth Mills examine national responses to sexual violence in the US and South Africa, reflecting on positivist law frameworks and the meaning of justice in the context of sexual violence. While UNSCR 1820 speaks of the need to strengthen justice mechanisms for victims of sexual violence, their research shows that this aspect of the WPS is underdeveloped. Their argument develops around the theme of silence-silence in the law and silence as an act of resistance and response to sexual violence. DeLaet and Mills' research reminds us that the search for justice for survivors of sexual violence is not only a problem of post-conflict societies-it is a global problem. In the US, seeking redress for sexual violence is complicated by the law's silence on the meaning of consent. The South African case points to silences in the law as well as women's silence in reporting, both during the truth and reconciliation commission trials and in the present. DeLaet and Mills encourage us to think more deeply about the meaning of silence and the limits of justice for sexual violence survivors.
Concluding thoughts
The research in this special issue reinforces the need for a more nuanced approach to the WPS agenda that moves beyond the liberal framework to address intersectional issues of race, class, and sexuality and to further question the meaning of the participant and referent of security. References to gender in the UN's resolutions are generally substitutes for women, thus it is not surprising that regional security organisations and states seeking to implement the WPS agenda experience difficulty. Adding gender in to security policies is far from a straightforward exercise-not everyone (from security scholars to practitioners) is convinced that gender is even relevant to security, nor do they understand what gender means. The articles demonstrate that the UN's broadening of the security agenda to include a wide set of issues carries its own risks, particularly when policies link women too closely with securing the state from terrorism or extreme violence. Furthermore, although the UN Security Council Resolutions identify a broad set of threats and formulate plans to contain them, the UN fails to see how insecurity arises from within the very institutions and practices that are designed to provide security: there is too much focus on women and peace in the UN's architecture rather than the problems of particular masculinities and war.
Further research is needed to better understand how gender, and masculinities in particular, are affected by practices of militarisation and conflict to determine, as Cockburn argues, whether "power imbalance of gender relations in most (if not all) societies generates cultures of masculinity prone to violence. These gender relations are like a linking thread, a kind of fuse, along which violence runs". 23 Or, is it the case, as Messerschmidt suggests, that conflict alters masculinities so significantly that it ruptures any connections with previous masculinities and makes post-conflict peace less stable as a result? How do we explain the extreme violence committed by some men (and women) in conflict situations and not others in the same situations?
What is missing from the UN's WPS agenda is a deeper understanding of how to address gender inequality in post-conflict states in such a way that gender relations can be transformed. Calling for women's participation and greater attention to women's rights is a start, however research has demonstrated that not all women's rights are equal and increasing women's employment and education will not result in women's empowerment unless the institutions buttressing patriarchal norms, laws, and practices are radically altered to remove men's privileges. 24 As Cynthia Enloe explains, "To craft only a gender analysis without an accompanying (informing) feminist analysis is to turn away from the workings of power". 25 
